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of appeal was also jurisdictional. In the old |aw in somne
pl aces it used to be jurisdictional. Al right, let' s
tal k about a specific case because it is justice in a
specific case that we are talking about. Thatis the
whol e reason the retroactive clause is there. TheNRDs
are in a fight with a | andowner. They argued the case on
the substance of the matter and they decided that the

| andowner got three or four times as much noney as the
NRD was willing to offer. That is how stingy the NRD
was being about it. They |ost the case on the substance,
big settlement against them So it was appealed to the
Supreme Court but the statutes were unclear as to the
fillng of the notice of petltion, who has to file it.

W clarlfied that inthis law Was it filed in a tinely
manner' ? The NRD then turns around and says to the
Supreme Court, throw this judgment out. Throw this

| andowner out of court and he doesn't get anything but
what the county court gave hi mbecause, not because he

is wong on the substance, but we want you to throwhim
out because the filing of the petition was jurisdictional.
He didn't do it. He got caught in the |awer's trap and
too bad for the | andowner. at is basically what the
NRDs are asking you to do by deleting this amendnent.
They are asking you to allow themto argue to the Supreme
Court that they should throw out the | andowner because

he didn't file the petition in a tinmely manner and that
is jurisdictional. Now that is what this is all about.

If that is what you want to do, if you want to save the
NRDs some noney or give thema chance to ii the Suprene
Court buys the jurisdiction argunent, then you can del ete
the retroactive aspect. But other than that, all the
retroactive aspect is saying is that for all of you who
were caught in this lawer's trap, the untinmely filing of
a petition that wasn't clearly set out in the statutes

as to who files 1t, if you want to all ow those people who
nave been caught in that trap to stay caught in that trap,
and there is only one that | know of, you can do it. You
can delete that retroactive aspect. But if you want
justice to apply in the past with regard to technicalitiese
1f you want that decision to be made on its nerits as
opposed to procedural technicalities, then you should nake
it retrospective. Thank you.

SENATOR CLARK: Senator Vickers.

SENATOR VI CKERS: M. President, and nenbers, | rise to
support Senator Sieck. | just don't believe that it is
a good idea for this body to pass |aws to change the
rules in the mddle of a ball gane. It seens to ne that
our changes in our |aw should be prospective only and



